DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 060 466 CG 006 822

AUTHOR Baron, Robert S.

TITLE Anonymity, Deindividuation and Aggression.

INSTITUTION Iowa Univ., Iowa City.

SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Mental Health (DHEW), Rethesda,
Md.

PUB DATE [69]

NCTE 6p.

EDRS PRICE MF-%$0.65 HC-%$3.29

DESCRIPTORS *Af fective Behavior; *Aggression; Anti Social

Behavior; Behavior; Empathy; *Hostility; Personality;
*DPersonality Studies; *Reactive Behavior

ABSTRACT '
Several writers suggest that reducing one's sense of

individuality reduces social restraints. The author suggests that the
effect of uniformity of appearance on aggression is unclear when
anonymity is held constant. This poses a problem of interpretation
given that a distinction must be made between lack of individuality
and anonymity. One must hold anonymity constant if one is to generate
support for the notion that lack of individuality reduces social
restraints. The present research addresses this problem. Subjects,
ostensibly participating in an empathy study, were asked to
administer a stressful noise to a victim engaged in a learning task.
Subjects were encouraced to aggress on each of 20 trials. Results
showed that "hooded" subjects aggressed with significantly lower
latencies than nametag subjects; ané in the nonvisible cells, hooded
subjects had significantly longer latencies than nametag subjects. It
was concluded that the degree of anonymity provided to a subject
affects percertion of aggression severity. (Author/RK)
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FULL ABSTRACT

ANONYMYITY, DEINDIVIDUATION AND AGGRESSION L
Robert S. Barom
University of Iowa

Several writere (e.g., Festinger, Papitone, & Newcomb, 1952) suggsest
that reducing one's sense of iandividuality reduces social restraints. To
test this hypothesis, Zimbardo (1969) waried distinctiveness of appearance
(subjects eitaer wore hooeds and lab coats or large nametags and their owm
clothing) and found that, in a group setting, Hooded subjects aggressed
more than Tagged subjects. Since distinctiwe appearance should affect
feelinge of individuality (Siager, Brush, & Lutlin, 1965; Goffman, 1961),
these data suggest that a reduced ssnse of individuality weakens social
rsgtrainte. Howaver, it was possible that Zimbardo had confoundad indistinct
appearance with anonymity. His Hooded subjects oparated Iin the dark, while
his Tagged subjects operated in dim 1ight. WwWhile fn all coaditions the
vi:tim was behind cns-way glass, nalve subjects oftan have a hard tims
accepting the fact that an obzerved person camnot sse back through a one-way
mirror to the observer. (Indeed, if they knew how ona-way glass works, the
Tagged subjects would have heen correct in assuming that they were somewhat
visible.) 1o short, Hooded subjects may have felt more anonymcus than
others and this rather than deindividuation (eor uniform appearance) may have
madiated aggression. Consaquently, it is urclear what affect uniformity of
appearance per se has on aggression when anocaymity is held constant. This
pcses 2 problem of interpretaticn given that a distinction must be made
between lack of individuzality and ancaymity (see Singer, Brush, & Lublia,
1965). For example, one might feel quite distinct from othars and still
rexnain anonymor:s. Given this distincticn, cne mest hold anonymity constant
if ona {8 to generate suppert for the notion that lack of individuslity
reduces social restrziunts. The present research addrasses this problem.

Zimbardo's manipulation of distinctiveness (Hoods and Nametags) and
whethar subjects were visible to the victim or not were varied ina 2 X 2
design which replicated the basic features of Zimbardo's (1969) study (see
attached sheats). Subjects, ostensibly participating iz an empathy study,
ware asked to adminigter a stressful noise to 2 victim engeged in a learning
task. Subjects were encouraged to aggress on each of 20 trials. As in
Zimbardo's (1969) study, significant affects emerged on the last 10 trials
(see Table 1), In the Visible conditions, Hooded subjects aggressed with
significantly lower latencies than Nametag subjects. This resembles
Zixbarde's (1969) findings. In the Noavisible cells, however, Hooded subjects
had significantly lounger latencies thac Rametag subjects (ses Tables I and II).
Control data revealed that the long latenciss of the Hooded-Nonvisible
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to the author and by Grant NIMH 16729, Rilean Berscheid, principal investigator,
and constituted a disgsertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requireasnts for 2 Ph.D. degree, University of Minnesota.
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subjects were due to their atypical perception of aggression severity (see
Table IX). Apparently, this somawhat redundant treatment combination
suggested that the aggression was particularly aversive.2 Consequently,
thin condition is inadequate for comparison purposes. Interestingly,
howaver, Nametag-Nonvisible subjects had latencies that matched theose of
Hooded-Visible subjects. This finding i{s particularly noteworthy given

that Hooded subjacts, not unexpectedly, felt anonymous even when their
actions were visible. (As can be seen from Table II, the only subjects who
felt the victim would be able to later identify them wers thoss in the
Visibla-Tagged cell.) Thus, assuring Tagged subjects of anonymity produced
as much aggression as that observed in the cells wvhere both uniformity of
appearance snd anonyuity were preseant. This suggests that the low lateucies
of Hooded-Visible subjects were due to the anonymity provided by that
treatment. In accord witha this hypothesis, anonymity from the victim

teanded to increase aggression among Tagged subjects (who should have been
maximally affected by the manipulation). Thus, there is no cvidence that
lack of distinctiveness per se increases aggression. Morsover, thers was

a tendency for subjects to report poorest feelings of well-being in those
cells exhibiting the lowest latencies (see Table II). This finding
countradicts the assertion that the aggressive behavior in the present
experiment was mediated by s lowered sense of individuality givean that such
a state prasumably leads to behavior that {s inherantly rewarding (Festinger,
Papitone. & Newcoma. 1952), Clearly, these data would be more conclusive

i1f a meaningful test3 of the simple effact in tha Nonvi-i{ble cell proved nom=
significant. Nevertheless, the assertiouc that a sudbjective state of deindi-
viduation (as opposed to anocaymity) leads to a reduction in social restraints
still is in need of empirical verification. While being indistinct from
others increases noun-normative bechavior, glven the present state of knowledge,
it seems more parsimoniocus to iaterpret such 2ffects in terms of the
acoaymity accompanying such states rather than in terms of a lowered sense
of individuality. Moreover, that the degree of anonymity provided to a
subject affects perception of aggression severily has clear implications

for research on harmdeing given the need te eguate perception of severity
acress conditions in such research.

25ince these control data were cbtained fram subjects whe ware not
raquired to aggress, it seems implausible that these findings raflect
sonething like dissonance reduction for ncn-campliance.

3Such a test weuld require a less reactive Hoods-Noanvisible treatment
combination,
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APPIIUIN

Proced:ps, Manipulagiocs, and Dzta Tables

108 fenale undargraduatss partizipated In groups of 3-5 gcad recefved
their inrtructions via taps. The study purpertedly was iovestigatfiaog the
relacionsaip batuveen involvement and arpathic abflity. As fa Zimbardo’s
stedy, Hooded subjects were told that the bhoods were necessai:y to assure
thac subjects were not [ofluenced by the facfal expression: of oth~us,

After receafving this {unformation, 2ll subjects ligtenad to an ambiguous and
neutral {aterview wizh the person thay were to empathize with (the stimulus
person-~confederata). Followirg this, they wers seated in individual

cubiclies and told that the ztimulus parson wae participating ia an axperimant
bufing run in an sdjacent . rocm which was investigating the physfolozfical
affz2ts of streza in 8 lsarning eituation. 7Thus, the stimulus pareon was

te aceive pgychologiczally stressful notlse while ghe vorksd on 2 memorization
task for money. The subjecis were to view har reactiocns tarough oce-vay glass.

Instructfons for Aggression: At this point in the taps, subjects
learned that they zight bs choasn to aaminister the distracting nolee.
The tape explainsd that two subjects would be raodemly assignad to be
actively {cvolved with the stimulus person while the rsmaining subjecte
would simply observe and thareby provide a passive control group. Active
fovolvemeat would be establishsd by having subjects activate the distracting
noise by pulling ta> lever lsibeled ™150 dcb~esgguars.”

This lever could ba pulled whanever an asbsar light located above tha
one-way airror was iilumicated. The light would go ou once ia each of the
20 memorization trials. Tha distcaction would be transmitted 30 long as
tither of the actively lanvolved subjects pulled their switch but wox:1d not
be any greater vhan both switches wars pullsd simultaneocusly. It wvas not
sbsolutely necessary that activel:> Iavolved wu:jecte pull thsir switches
for the eatire time the ambar light was im. IC was necessary for the
subjects "to fexl involwed and for the stimulus person to underzo stress
but asid: frowm thzt (ths actively involvad subject) could lsave the switch
on for as little or gs lonz as thay wished” with ths gtipulatica that the
svitch be pulled only once on any givesn trisl.

This last segmant of the procsdurs wis desizned to clesely follow the
procedure used by Zimbardo (1969). Speciiically, the rationalea fer che
aggression, the prasusable random assigmment 27 two subjects to the active
condition, the usc of 2 laver pull to sggress on signal against a vigabls
victim engaged ia an experimsntal task, the placement of subjects in
ind{vidual booths, and the fact that the fateusity of aggressioa did ant
fncreage when mors thao ous lsver was nullsd, all were features of Zimbarde's
study. Tae coe aspect of the prsseat study that varied from Ziobardo's was
the decision to use discracting nolse rather thsn sho .k as the mode of
aggraseion. This chaage 1o procadure repres ted an atierwpt to ninlmize
or preclude the atress reactiocs that heve Zsen obgerved in sublects o
similar ssttiogs vhare shock has desn used ss the mode of aggression (e-3.,
Milgram, 1963). To further this eod, subjects wers free to aggress as little
or as much as they wished aod received no pressure or specizl atteation from
the experimenter 1f they failed to aggress. On the other hand, while the
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aggression was not described as physically painful, thers were two reasons
for subjects to view it as an aversive event for the stimulus perron.
First, it supposedly caused psychological scress (as doss chalk ou a black
board), and secondly, it presumably made it more difficult for the stimulus
person £o earn money during tha experiment.

After the experimenter presented the instructions dealing with
aggression, ha stopped the tape aad transmitted a sample of the distracting
noise through the subjects’ keadphones. The exparimenter then resuxad the
fastruction tape. Ia this section of ths tape, the instructions outlioed
above were summarized briafly and then follewed the visibility manipulation.

Manipulation of Visibility (Anon~-V): In the Visible conditions the
taped instructions were as follows: "We will agk two of you to distract a
stimulns perscn so that you may feesl actively involved with her. To increase
that sense of involvement we will arrangs the illumination so that ths
atimulus person can see through the glass into this room. e other words,
the stimulus person will be able to ses what is 3oing on in thi= roem.
However, the ratings you make of her later will be anonymous and will be
beld in the strictest counfidence."™ These instructions were suplemsnted
later in the experiment. aifter tha lab assistant had set up tha stimulus
person in the testing roim, the experimentsr standing {n a prearranged spot,
asked the lab assistant over a microphone if she could sse into tha
experimsutal room adequately. The lab asristant looked directly at the
experimenter, and respsnded affirmatively.

In ths Nonvisible conditions thes tape was as follows: ’'‘We wil: ask
tvo of you to distract z stimnlus person se® that you may feel actively
iavolved with her. The stimalus person #ili bs behind & cne-way mirror.
We will arrange the illuminatien so that although you can ses the stimulus
person clezrly, she will see almcst nothicg bul her own raflectioon.
However, to make certain that the stimulus person caaonot see your actious,
curtains will be placed in froant of all the beoths, and {n 2dditica, tha
ratings you will make of the stimulus parson later wlil be anonvmous aad
will be held in strictest confidence.” This enced the tamed inztructions.
At this poiant all subjects wers assigoned to the zccive ccadition. Zhen
the stimulus pergon was seated in the next room facing the <1bjacts and
the 2C distraction trials were completed. 0Or aack dist-action crial, the
anber light remained on for S sccouds during whicsh time ths 3tiomulus
person exhibited signs of moderate stress. 1Ino all conditions, subjects
were able to ocbserve these stregs reactions (the curtalne used in the
Nonvisible conditions had eye slits). After the distraction trials, the
subjects completed a questionnaire sud wers “aoroughl: debriefed.






